b.  Merna B. Figoten
Preparation of D.C. Circuit Briefs

9.50 hours at $60.00/hour = $570.00
Total September 1981 - September 1982 Paralegal Time

9,50

Exhibit B attached to the fee petition was represented to be
a copy of computerized time records maintained by Mr. Jacobson's
current law firm for work performed in this case subsequent to
the September 3, 1981, decision.  It is explained in the accompa-
nying affidavit that it is the practice of attorneys and parale-
gals in this law firm to prepare handwritten time sheets of the
work performed each day.  The time sheets are then typed up and
turned in to the computerized central billing facility on a daily
basis.  That facility prepares and keeps a running statement of
all work performed on each matter in the law firm from its incep-
tion, and prepares periodic bills which are sent to clients.  Ex-
hibit B is represented to be the portion of the running statement
for this case covering the period for which fees are sought.
Both Mr. Jacobson's and Ms. Figoten's credentials are set forth
in the affidavit accompanying the fee petition and are not dis-
puted

Respondents object to the requested fees primarily on the
grounds that the fees should be reasonable in relation to the
results obtained.  In particular. Respondents object to alleged
non-productive/unsuccessful time for the period after September
1981,  They note that the Petition for Commission Review raised
five issues and that two of those issues involved reinstatement
and two involved interest and increasing the "lodestar" fee deter-
mined by Judge Stewart.  The Commission denied review of all four
of these issues and the Circuit Court affirmed that decision.
Respondents further note that the fifth issue (allowance of fees
during counsel's tenure with UMWA) represented only a small seg-
ment of the Petition.  They also point out that the appeal was
successful on only that one issue in proceedings before the Cir-
cuit Court and was unsuccessful in any matter of benefit to Mr.
Munsey;  Further objections are based upon alleged unnecessary
procedural matters and excessive time spent upon preparation of
the second petition for attorneys' fees which duplicated in large
part the earlier fee petition filed with Judge Stewart.

Certainly to the extent that there has been but limited suc-
cess in the review process there is indeed merit to the Respon-
dent's allegations.  It is apparent moreover that the limited
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